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ous cognitions. The erroneous cognition does not stand
in need of a real object and in need of the 'pramana karana
like the sense-contact.  As such this cognition, says the
nihilist Buddhist, has no 'adhishthana'.

RepBy s In the absence of the 'adhishthana9 conveyed
by the word ^paratva" of the definition, we have to accept'
niradhishthanadhyasa which is illogical.  To avoid such
an illogical conclusion this word 'paratra* (in the 'external)
is employed. We can neither perceive nor^conceive such
an adhyasa which is devoid of an adhishthana.  Even the
appearance of the ^kesondraka^ has its basis (locus) in the
'tejo avayava'.

Is error the mere knowledge of the 'padartha' ? Or is
it the product of causes like avidya? If the first alternative
is true, then i,even the knowledge of 'sunya9 would hav6
to be a case of error.  It is the knowledge of an object at
a place other than its own.  The Buddhist argument is
'nir upapattika\ (unfounded).  If the second alternative
is taken, then by the method of agreement and difference
we can say that the locus too'is cognised.

Objection :  There is the 'samvit' (consciousness)
which apprehends the silver, and there is the silver which
is apprehended only by the ^samvit'. From this it can be
argued that it is a case of 'sadhishthana bhiama' where
one is the locus for the other.  As such we need not bring
in as the locus a third real entity.  The seed is the locus of
the plant, and the plant is the locus of the seed.

Now, the locus is "always different from that which is
adhyasta. If one is the locus of the other they ought to